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LONDON. 


Opposite Chancery-lane, and a few doors 
from “ Tube’’ Station. Most Convenrent 
ror Sourcrrors Visitrxe Lonpon. 


A First-class Hotel offering real comfort at 
very moderate charges. 


Telegrams: First Avenue, London. 
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24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
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FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


The Watt Case. 

Nearty thirty years have passed since a case resembling that 
of Mr. Warr, inasmuch as it depended on the evidence of 
witnesses of evil repute, excited much interest at the Old Bailey. 
Two persons, named Benson and Kurr, had been charged with 
extensive frauds in connection with a fictitious betting agency, 
and, having been convicted, were sentenced, Benson to fifteen and 
Kur to ten years’ penal servitude. Rumours were heard that the 

olice had not shewn their usual activity im the prevention of the 
eats and ultimately threeinspectors and a sub-inspector of police 
were placed on their trial, charged with having received large 
sums of money from the convicts for services in warning them 
when warrants had been issued against them, and also from 
time to time furnishing them with information which might aid 
them in evading detection or capture. Bryson and Kurr were 
the chief witnesses for the prosecution, and every effort was 
made to discredit their evidence, but the jury were directed to 
adopt their testimony when corroborated, and eventually the 
defendants, with one exception, were convicted and sentenced 
to terms of imprisonment. 


One-man Companies. 

Ir was recently stated in a local newspaper that a trader, on 
the eve of his failure, converted his business into a limited 
company, making his wife and mother directors, and himself 
managing director, with the exclusive power of signing cheques. 
It was added that the whole of the property had been recovered 
by the official receiver. There can be no doubt that the decision 
of the House of Lords in Salomon’s case (1897, A. O. 22), that a 
company could be legally formed under the Companies Act by 
one person or one or two persons, the rest of the seven members 
being men of straw, led traders in difficulties to think that they 
were able to put their property out of the reach of their 
creditors by converting their business into a company 
and turning over their assets to it. But the urt 
of Appeal in the case of Re Cari Hirth (1899, 1 Q. B. 612) 
explained that the House of Lordsin Salomen’s case did not decide 
| that such a transaction could not be im ed either as a fraud 
upon the creditors under the statute of Elizabeth or as an act of 

bankruptey under the Bankruptey Act, 1883. The Oourt of 
Appeal accordingly held that there must be an order, where the 


company had been wound up, for the ent over by the 
| Seuttuine p the tension a beanie Seasnep tate tan 
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so far as it represented the business and assets which the debtor 
purported to sell to the company. Any other decision would 
have placed in the hands of persons who wished to avoid pay- 
ment of their debts a machinery admirably adapted for the 
purpose. 


Constructive Beggary. 

THE LAws against mendicancy are habitually evaded, and we 
are, therefore, a little surprised to find that a number of men 
who went through the form of playing on a musical instrument 
while they appealed for charity as being unemployed were 
recently convicted and fined by a police magistrate. One of our 
earliest recollections is of the ‘‘frozen-out gardeners” whose 
doleful song was invariably heard when the weather was frosty. 
Many other instances could easily be mentioned where beggary 
has been tolerated if the beggar arranged himself in a 
picturesque attitude and made mute appeals for assistance. The 
artist who sat on the pavement surrounded by his own fresco 
work, and the blind man who read two lines of the 
Greek Testament by the aid of raised letters, were not, so 
far as we observed, molested by the police, Sir CHArtEs 
Lawson, in his Memories of Madras, just published, relates the 
story of Taomas Snoperass, who was collector and chief adminis- 
trator of the Yanjam Province, from which he was dismissed 
and refused a pension. Although he had amassed a considerable 
fortune, he compelled the directors of the company to grant him 
a pension by acting as crossing sweeper in Leadenhall-street, 
immediately opposite the entrance of the India House. We 
take leave to doubt whether Mr. Syoperass, who seems to have 
possessed more firmness of character than his namesake in the 
Pickwick Papers, would have been equally successful at the 
present day. 


Nuisance by Noise. 


THE RECENT case of Rushmer v. Polsue & Alfieri (Limited) 
(Zimes, 15th inst.) gave occasion for an interesting discussion of 
the circumstances under which a resident in a business neigh- 
bourhood can complain of inconvenience caused by noise. The 
plaintiff was a dairyman who carried on his business and resided 
in a court off Fleet-street, and, therefore, in the heart of a district 
devoted to the printing trades. At first no printing business 
was carried on in either of the houses adjoining, but shortly 
before the action the defendants established printing works in 
one of these houses, carrying them on by night as well as by 
day, and the noise of the machinery at night was alleged by the 
plaintiff to be an actionable inconvenience. It is somewhat 
singular that in this matter the law should draw a distinction 
between personal inconvenience and damage to property. 
But it was held in St, Helen’s Smelting Co. v. Thpping 
(11 H. L. CO. 642) that such a distinction exists. ‘If a man,” 
said Lord Wesrsury, “lives in a street where there are 
numerous shops, and a shop is opened next door to him, which 
is carried on in a fair and reasonable way, he has no ground for 
complaint because to himself individually there may arise much 
discomfort from the trade carried on in that shop. But where 
an occupation is carried on by one person in the neighbourhood 
of another, and the result of that trade or occupation or 
business is a material injury to property, then there unquestion- 
ably arises a very different consideration.” This means, 
apparently, that the law pays more attention to property than to 
the personal convenience of residents. 


Coming to the Noise. 


Bur in the present case no question of damage to property 
arose. It was contended for the defendants that the plaintiff 
had come into a business neighbourhood and must put ap with 
the resulting inconvenience. The position is stated in the 
judgment of Tuxsiczr, L.J., in Sturges v. Bridgman (11 Oh. D. 
p. 865), ‘‘ Whether anything is a nuisance or not is a question 
to be determined, not merely by abstract consideration of the 
thing itself, but in reference to its circumstances; what would 
be a nuisance in Belgrave-square would not necessarily be so in 
Bermondsey, and where a locality is devoted to a particular 
trade or manufacture carried on by the traders or manufacturers 
in a particular and established manner not constituting a public 
nuisance, judges and — would be justified in finding, and 
may be trusted to find, that the trade or manufacture go carried 








on in that locality is not a private or actionable wrong.” Butthis 


principle, as the present case shews, is not to be pushed too fa, — 


The plaintiff was bound to submit to the ordinary noises of 
the businesses into the midst of which he had come as 
were then carried on, but he was not bound to submit t 
the additional noise of the night work of a new busingy 
established next door. A person living in the manufactur 
part of Sheffield, said Cozens-Harpy, L.J., would not be 
debarred from complaining if a steam hammer was introduced next 
door, and so worked as to make sleep at night almost impossible; 
and it would be no answer to say that the steam hammer wa 
of the most modern approved pattern and was reasonably 
worked. ‘In short, if a substantial addition is found as a 

it is no answer to say that the neighbourhood is noisy, and that 
the defendant’s machinery is of first-class character.” Hence 
the decision of WaRrRincToN, J., ig favour of the plaintiff was 
affirmed. 


Prohibited Trades. 


Ons 1s continually meeting, in both old and modern Londo 
leases, with a quaint and leagthy enumeration of trades which 
the lessee is not to carry on upon the demised premises. 0f 
course, when a long lease, granted in the days when verbosity 
was an essential of conveyancing, contains a catalogue of noisy 
and noxious trades, these have to be repeated in every underlease 
of every part of the premises originally demised. But such is 
the influence of custom, that original leases granted in modem 
times are sometimes provided with similar lists, and even Mr, 
Davipson, who did so much to check exuberant diction, was 
unable to resist this particular manifestation of it; and in 
his form of covenants against specified trades (5 Dav. Cony, 
(2nd ed.), p. 426) he enumerates a large variety of trades, 
twenty-seven in number, supposed to be “ noisy, noxious, or 
offensive.” We observe that he omits the trade of Catgut 
Spinner, which, if we may judge from ancient leases, appears 
to have been regarded with special animosity by the advisers of 
landlords. Why the “spinning” of the internals of this 
estimable animal (if in tolerably fresh condition) should come 
within the above-mentioned category, we are unable to under- 
stand ; possibly the unfortunate creatures were brought upon the 
premises in a live state. Mr. Davinson, however, does not omit 
the trade of tobacco pipe maker, which was another industry 
looked upon with great disfavour in the old times, and he 
diligently adds to it the business of ‘‘ pipe borer.” And among 
other occupations mentioned are those of “ cork-burner,” “ tripe 
boiler,” and “nightman” (what was this last trade ?). The divert 
ing part of the matter is that, after racking his ingenuity to specify 
every noisy or offensive trade, the learned draftsman was 
conscious that he might not have swept in all, and he accordingly 
added two lines of general words, which by themselves would 
have covered all the trades enumerated, but fearing lest they 
should be construed with reference to the ¢jusdem generts doctrine, 
he prudently added “‘ whether of the same or a similar natureot 
not”; the result being that the prohibition of such practical 
and probable annoyances as a fried fish shop, a restaurant 
which onions are freely used in cookery, a laundry or a musi¢ 
teaching establishment, are left to the operation of the general 
words. Why cannot all noisy and offensive trades be left to be 
covered by carefully selected general words? In Key and 
Elphinstone’s Precedents (8th ed.), vol. 1, p. 728, their prohibi 
tion is effected in this way, with the skilful adaptation to modem 
requirements which one usually finds in that work. 


Ad Valorem Duty on Contingent Payments. 


Ir 1s one of the peculiarities of the stamp law that, in charging 
ad valorem duty upon the considerationfor a sale of property, 1 
distinction is made according as the consideration is absolutely, 
or only contingently, payable; and this construction has 20¥ 
been adopted by the House of Lords in Underground lsd 
Railways Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Times, 16h 
inst.), @ case arising on section 56 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
That section provides that, where the consideration, or any 
of the consideration, for a conveyance on sale consists of money 
payable periodically for a definite period exceeding twenty yeas 
or in perpetuity, or for any indefinite period not terminable with 
life, the conveyance is ta he charged with ¢d valorem duty “® 
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the total amount which will or may, according to the terms 
of sale, be payable during the period of twenty years 
next after the date of the instrument.” In the present case, the 
t company had agreed to purchase the undertaking of 
another company, and part of the consideration was a share in 
the profits of the appellant company. These profits were to be 
applied, first, in the payment to the shareholders of a cumula- 
tive 5 per cent. dividend; and, secondly, in paying to the vendor 
company a sum equal to 3 per cent. on the amount for the time 
being paid up on such of the original share capital—namely, 
£5,000,000—of the appellant company—that is, the purchasing 
company—as should have been issued. At the date of the agree- 
ment, the whole of the share capital had been issued, and £1,300,000 
id up; and the commissioners claimed that the consideration 
must be taken to include the payment for an indefinite period 
of 8 per cent. on £1,300,000, or £39,000. The ad valorem duty 
of 10s. per cent. on twenty times this sum would be £3,900. The 
appellant company objected that the annual payment was 
conditional upon the profits being sufficient to provide for the 
prior 5 per cent. dividend and also for this 3 per cent., and 
moreover, since the amount paid upon the original capital 
might vary, the annual payment was not certainly ascertainable. 
OnannztL, J. (53 W. R. 61; 1904, 2 K. B. 198), agreed with 
this contention, and held that the amount payable was, by 
reason of the double contingency, too uncertain to be the basis 
of an ad valorem duty. But the Court of Appeal (53 W. R. 
825; 1905, 1 K. B. 174) took a different view, and the House 
of Lords have agreed with the Court of Appeal. It is to be 
observed that section 57, in directing that a charge subject to 
which property is conveyed is to be deemed part of the con- 
sideration, expressly includes money contingently payable, and 
though the like express provision is not made by section 56 (2), 
yet the words ‘‘ money payable ”’ there used are—so it is held— 
wide enough to cover money contingently payable. In the 
present case the amount of capital actually paid up at the date 
of the sale gave a fixed minimum on which the annual pay- 
ments could be calculated, and the ad valorem duty was charge- 
able accordingly, notwithstanding that the payment might not 
in fact have to be made. 


A Question of Evidence. 


Ar the recent Leeds Assizes a man was charged with arson 
on two indictments, one relating to a case in July, and the 
other in October. The facts in each case were similar; the 
prisoner had entered a barn, lit his pipe, and gone to sleep on 
some hay, only awaking to find the place ablaze. In each case, 
also, the evidence depended practically on thg prisoner’s confes- 
sion, and there was no suggestion that he oo any grudge 
against the farmers whose property he destroyed. A conviction, 
therefore, depended on whether the jury should be convinced 
that he acted so recklessly as not to care whether the property 
were burned or not, within the principle of Rey. v. Child (1 
0.0. R. 307). With this object the October case was proceeded 
with, and at the close of the evidence it was proposed to give 
evidence of the facts of the July case, not with the 
idea of proving a furmer crime against the prisoner, but 
im order to rebut the defence of accident. With 
regard to its weight, such evidence would have been 
& strong indication that the prisoner, knowing he had 
already burned down one barn, was criminally reckless 
in his conduct in the second. As to its admissibility, the 
law is laid down by Lord Herscurtt in Makin v. Attorney- 
General of New South Wales (1894, A. C. 57), at p. 65, where he 
says: “It is undoubtedly not competent for the prosecution to 
adduce evidence tending to shew that the accused has been 
guilty of criminal acts other than those covered by the indict- 
ment for the purpose of leading to the conclusion that the 
accused is a person likely, from his criminal conduct or character, 
to have committed the offence for which he is being tried. On 
the other hand, the mere fact that the evidence adduced tends 
to shew the commission of other crimes does not render it inad- 
missible if it be relevant to an issue before the jury, and it may 

80 relevant if it bears upon the question whether the acts 

ed to constitute the crime in the indictment were designed 
accidental, or to rebut a defence which would otherwise be 
Open to the accused.” The judgment of the Lord Chancellor 








aes of that of Mautz, J., in Reg. v. Dossett (20. & K. 306), 
where, on a trial for arson, it appeared that a rick of wheat 
straw was set on fire by the prisoner having fired a gun near to 
it. Evidence was admitted to shew that the rick had been on 
fire the previous day, and that the prisoner was then close to it 
with a gun in his hand. In Reg. v. Gray (4 F. & F. 1102), on 
a trial for arson with intent to defraud an insurance company, 
evidence was admitted that the prisoner had made claims 
on two other insurance companies in respect of fires which 
had happened in two other houses which he had occupied 
previously and in succession, for the purpose of shewing 
that the fire which formed the subject of the trial was 
the result of design and not of accident. These cases 
were followed lately by the Court for Orown Cases Reserved, 
which held that in a prosecution for false pretences evidence 
of similar acts committed by the accused at a period imme- 
diately preceding the commission of the offence, is admis- 
sible as evidence of a system practised by him, and as negativing 
any accident or mistake: Rer v. Wyatt (1904,1 K. B. 188). 
But in the case at Leeds, Je.r, J., refused to admit the evidence, 
saying that it would be dangerous to do so universally, and that 
the line must be drawn somewhere. Here it was not a question 
of two attempts on the same rick, but there were two barns, 
some miles apart, and there was an interval of nearly three 
months between the two occurrences. And it can hardly be 
questioned that the admission of this evidence would have carried 
the principle further than it has gone hitherto. 


Personating Officers of Justice. 

Tue oFFENnce of personating officers of justice still exists on 
the continent, and, according to an article in one of the Italian 
newspapers, it is carried into effect with much care and ingenuity. 
The persons accused in a recent case had discovered, with the 
assistance of a clerk employed in the Custom House, that there 
were good grounds for suspecting that a number of wine 
merchants had purchased wine and spirits knowing that the 
vendors had evaded payment of the proper duties. Taking 
advantage of this discovery, they disguised themselves as officers 
of justice, entered the premises of the wine merchants, called 
for the keys of the cellars, and, in short, played their part so 
well that the unfortunate dealers were glad to pay a sum of 
money as the price of their exoneration from further proceedings. 
Blackmail is common enough ino this country, but we cannot 
find any case in England in which an attempt was made to extort 
money in so audacious and high-handed a fashion. 


Customary Gratuities. 

Tue ENORMOUS number of customary gratuities which are paid, 
with more or less goodwill, during the Christmas week may help 
to remind us of the thin partition between one of these gratuities 
and a debt legaily due from the donor. There is no doubt that 
a Christmas gratuity could not be recovered by action in the law 
courts or be made the subject of a bankruptcy notice. But the 
payment of gratuities is enforced by a procedure which is 
practically as effective as that in the High Court, and they are 
not subject to what one great dramatist described as “the law’s 
delay.” Many persons pay the tips to railway porters and 
waiters with more regularity than they pay their general 
creditors. Gratuities cannot properly be described as debts of 
honour—their amount is not always fixed—but bets and wagers 
are not recovered with greater ease. A lawyer should speak of 
gratuities with respect when he remembers that the largest fees 
which are paid to barristers only differ from gratuities in the fact 
that they are generally paid in advance, 


The Marine Insurance Bill. 

Tue Marine Insurance Bill, for codifying the law of marine 
insurance, which was brought in by Lord Sonal some ten 
years ago, seems to have no better prospect of becoming law 
this session than in previous years. Ten years make a con- 
siderable addition to the case law on this subject, and it is time 
for the draftsman who prepared the Bill, if he is still alive, to 
search the reports of every English-speaking pager ong 4 and to 
amend or supplement his code in accordance with the more 
recent decisions. Assuming this to be necessary, it is difficult to 
see why a periodical revision of the code is not necessary after 
it has passed into law. 
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Conviction on Tainted Evidence. 


Last week we commented upon a case, May v. Zuff Vale Railway 
Co., in which a jury had to decide upon the truth or falsity of a 
story which was primd facie very highly improbable, and in which 
they decided in favour of the truth of the story. Since then a 
jury has, in the remarkable case of Rex v. Watt, again decided 
in favour of the truth of a story which was not only most 
improbable, but which depended chiefly on witnesses of a most 
unsatisfactory character. The integrity and veracity of a witness 
are in all cases most material considerations when his credibility 
is in question ; and although the evidence of no person is in- 
admissible in law because of his bad character, it is clear that 
in many cases his credibility is greatly affected by his character. 
When, therefore, we find an extraordinary and improbable story 
laid before a jury, and find, further, that it depends upon the 
evidence of witnesses whose credibility is of a very low order, 
we can only conclude that a jury which accepts the truth of the 
story must have been convinced in spite of a strong, proper, and 
natural bias, and by overwhelming evidence. 

At no period of our law does a witness seem to have been 
incompetent merely for his bad character, but a person who had 
been convicted of certain crimes which were regarded as peculiarly 
infamous was an incompetent witness until this disability was 
removed by 6 &7 Vict. c. 85. Now all persons (except, perhaps, 
one under sentence of death), whatever crimes they may have 
either committed or been convicted of, and however low may be 
their reputation for integrity and veracity, are capable of giving 
testimony upon oath in all proceedings. In strict law, not even 
accomplices of a prisoner who give evidence against him need be 
corroborated, but it is now the universal practice to require such 
corroboration, and judges invariably direct juries not to act upon 
uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice, and in the absence of 
such corroboration often decide that there is no evidence to go 
to the jury. There is no such practice, however, where the 
witnesses for a prosecution are not accomplices but are of bad 
character. It must in such cases always be for the jury, and 
for the jury alone, to weigh the credibility of such witnesses ; and 
in many criminal prosecutions, from their very nature, tainted 
evidence is the only means available to the Crown for the 
purpose of bringing crime home to the guilty. 

Cross-examination is, of course, the great engine for testing 
credibility. To impeach a witness’s credit questions may be 
asked covering his whole career, and he may be cross-examined 
as to all his past crimes or improper acts. He cannot refuse to 
auswer a question because the answer may degrade his character, 
but he may refuse to give an answer which tends to incriminate 
himself and to subject him to punishment. The very 
refusal to answer such a question is, however, often quite 
sufficient for the purpose of the cross-examiner. But when 
the witness’s character is firmly established as being as bad as 

ible, there is always the further question—what motive can 

e have in this case to speak anything but the truth? Why 
should he run the risk of imprisonment for perjury, in order to 
give evidence tending to convict the prisoner? If, in addition 
to his bad character, a sufficiently strong motive to give false 
evidence against the prisoner is proved, then indeed it would be 
dangerous to accept a conviction without very strong corrobora- 
tion, especially where the accused is a person whose position and 

er reputation makes the charge exceedingly improbable. 
But however strong the motive may be, and however bad the 
character, where there is corroboration the evidence may be 
received to complete a necessary chain of evidence. 

As we have said before, justice very often cannot be done 
without the use of tainted evidence. Take, for instance, crimes 
of the nature of that of which Oscar Wipe was convicted. 
Such crimes would go almost unchecked, and it would be very 
seldom indeed that a conviction could be obtained if witnesses 
were not used of a most repulsive and degraded character. 
The Watt case, again, is an example of a class of offences which 





can rarely, if ever, be dealt with without the aid of witnesses | 
whose credibility is of a very vulnerable nature. It is a mis- 


demeanour at common law to solicit or incite any person to com- 
mit any indictable offence, although the person incited makes no 
attempt to commit the offence. 





It is a misdemeanour by statute 





to solicit or propose to any person to murder any ofhe 
person, and a person convicted of this offence is lish 
to ten years’ penal servitude. This is the misdemeanoy 
of which Warr was convicted—a man of good meay 
and position and once a member of Parliament. Now, tree 
that such a man forms the design to bring about the murder 
another, how is he likely to further his purpose ? 

It is essential that he must choose as his intended instrument 
either a person who has already, to his knowledge, been guilty 
of serious crime, or else a person who is ready, in his belie, 
to do anything for money. Therefore, to carry out his p 
he must run the very great and obvious risk incurtel 
by putting himself in the power of an absolutely m 
scrupulous person. If he makes a mistake and suggests tom 
honest man that he should commit a crime, that man wil 
almost certainly turn on him and denounce him at once. Heng 
it is of the greatest importance that he should make quite sun 
of his first step—that is, that he should choose a person who» 
character is quite beyond mere suspicion, one in whose evil 
nature he can have the fullest confidence. He must also by 
quite sure that the inducement he is able and willing to offer is 
sufficient, not only to tempt the object of his scheme t 
commit the act, but also to far outweigh any possible 
advantage to be gained by betraying him. It is clear, there 
fore, that he must choose a man of as bad a character as he cam 
find. Although the risk of revealing his purpose to such s 
person must always be great, it may be said that, after a certain 
point, the worse the character of that person is the less the 
risk ; for if a man of thoroughly bad reputation does denounce his 
tempter, either to the intended victim or to the police, the mon 
glaring his criminality the less likely is he to be believed, and 
the easier it is to obtain ready acceptance of the obvious reply 
of ‘‘ blackmail.”” A man whom the police know to be of the 
worst character is not likely to obtain ready credence when he 
takes to the police an absolutely unsupported story against a 
man of wealth and position; noris he likely to profit to any con- 
siderable extent even if he is believed. When, therefore, a man 
of good position does fall so low as to attempt to procure the 
commission of a crime, it is clear that he must run the risk of 


employing men of the worst character. Then if his 
nefarious scheme is discovered, and he has to stand 
his trial, it is only by the use of this tainted 


evidence that he can be brought to justice. He invariably, of 
course, raises the defence that the accusation is of a black- 
mailing nature; and where the witness of bad character has 
already had some money from him, this defence will doubtles 
often prove successful, as it is so probable. It is so much mon 
seobeile that a convict should try to blackmail a man of good 
reputation, than that that man should try to induce the convict 
to commit a crime. 

It'is, therefore, extremely difficult to get a conviction in these 
cases. In no class of case is the evidence more likely to prove 
extremely puzzling to a jury. ‘The prisoner has borne 4 
character, and is primé facie therefore to be believed, whilst on 
the other hand, the witnesses are persons whom no one W 
believe without strong reason for so doing. It should, however, 
be impressed upon juries, and realized by the public, that 10 
a case tainted evidence is most likely the only possible evideno, 
and unless it is used justice cannot be done. Itis very unfortl- 
nate that the law should have to employ such instruments, 
no better are available and no better can reasonably b 
expected. Of course, to convict the accused an overwhelmingly 
strong case must be proved; strong corroboration will 
required, and all possible weight given to the character of the 
accused, but no one must expect a chain of evidence in W 
none of the most important links are open to very stt0lg 
suspicion. ° ‘ 

In fact, the whole matter may be summed up by Fe | 
that, in such a case, tainted evidence is to be expected, 
that in no sort of case is the bad character of some of 
the chief witnesses less damaging than in a prosecution 
soliciting to commit a serious crime. 





Lord Brampton’s condition has fluctuated during the week, but latterly 
has improved, 
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Reviews. 


County Court Practice. 


faz AnnuAL County Courts Practice, 1906. Edited by WILLIAM 
Oxo Smuyty, K.C., LL.B., Judge of County Courts, and 
Witt1aM JAMES Brooxs, M.A, Barrister-at-Law. Vou. I.: 
ConTAINING THE JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE UNDER THE COUNTY 
Courts ACTS, THE Bruits oF ExcHANGE Act, THE EMPLOYERS’ 
[rasitiry ACT, AND THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACTS, AND 


que STATUTES, RULES OF PRACTICE, ForRMs, AND TABLE OF FEES | 


asp Costs. Vou. II.: CONTAINING THE JURISDICTION AND 

PraciicE OTHER THAN UNDER THESE Aors, TOGETHER WITH THE 

SraTUTES, RULES OF PRACTICE, Forms AND Fers. Sweet & 

Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The multifarious nature of the jurisdiction conferred upon the 
county courts is evidenced by the contents of these two volumes, 
which, in the copy before us, are bound in one. The past year has 
not produced much alteration either by statute or rule. The Ship- 
owners’ Negligence (Remedies) Act, 1905, confers upon the judge of 
any court of record in England or Ireland—and therefore upon 
county court judges—additional power to arrest a ship owned by 
persons out of the jurisdiction as security for claims for ages for 
personal injury; and new rules have been introduced in order 26a, 
to deal with new trials and appeals in actions sent for trial to a 
foreign court, aud in order 50, to regulate p ings under the 
Licensing Act, 1904. But, in general, county court practice has been 
left unaltered, and those most in touch with it have been gathering 
experience during the past year with re to the extended jurisdiction 
now in operation under the Coanty Courts Act, 1903. The editors 
observe that the increased work has in most cases been brought in courts 
which already had as much business as they could satisfactorily deal 
with. If this is substantiated by the judges and registrars of these courts, 
the new Lord Chancellor will have a good basis for further legislation. 
The contents of the work are well known to the profession, but we 
may call attention to the admirable way in which the general practice 
of the county courts is expounded in the early part of sehen 1, the 
statutes and the rules being placed in the appendix. The cross- 
references enable the practitioner to conuect hy tre parts of the 
volume. Besides the official forms, the late editor's additional forms 
are retained and are printed in Appendix I. The jurisdiction under 
numerous special Acts and the Admiralty jurisdiction are contained 
in the second volume. The whole work is a very complete and 
convenient guide to county court practice. 





Arbitration. 


Tat Law or ARBITRATION AND AWARDS, WITH APPENDIX CONTAIN- 
ING STATUTES RELATING TO ARBITRATION AND A COLLECTION OF 
Forms AND INDEX. FourtH Epirion. By JosHuva SLATER, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. he 


We hardly agree with one of the opening statements of this little 
book, that the tendency of the commercial mind in “ progressive ” 
towards arbitration as a means of settling disputes. This tendency 
has probably been greatly checked by the creation of the Commercial 
} Arbitrations, however, are very numerous, and there is con- 
siderable demand for a convenient summary of the law on the subject 
suitable for the use of the lay arbitrator and parties submitting to his 
jutisdiction. This book is just what is wanted. It is not likely to be 
of use to any lawyer of experience, nor is it intended for his use. It 
will, however, be very useful to commercial men, being accurate and 
téliable, as far as it goes, and free as far as possible from legal 
technicalities. 


Workmen’s Compensation. 


Workuen’s Compensation CASES: BEING REPORTS oF CAsES 
DgcipED UNDER THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION AcTs. Vou. VII. | 
Edited by R. M. Minron-Sxnuovsk, Barrister-at-Law. Clowes 


Magistrates’ Law. 


SNOWDEN’s MAGISTRATES’ ASSISTANT AND Porice Orricers’ GUIDE : 
An EprromMeE oF Matrers CRIMINAL AND QUASI-CRIMINAL. 
ELgventu Epirion. By T. O. Hastixes Lees, Barrister-at-Lew, 
= J. Riptey Surexp, Solicitor. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 

18, 
The title of the last edition of this well-known work was ‘’ Snow- 
den’s Police Officers’ Guide.” This edition, however, has enlarged its 





title by the addition of the wo ‘Magistrates’ Assistant.” The 
change in title corresponds with a change in the scope of the book, for 
there have now been added some chapters on the duties of B ges 
which we have no doubt will be found extremely useful. The part 
relating to the duties of the police is as good as ever, and is brought 
up to date by the addition of some valuable new matter, am 
which will be noticed a short note, with diagrams, on identification 
finger-prints. Every police officer ought to make a careful study of 
this part of the book; and if he does so with intelligence he be 
saved from many a mistake. The bulk of the book consists of a 
very simple, complete, and accurate digest of the law as it affects the 
police, under headings arranged in alphabetical order. 





Books of the Week. 


The Yearly County Court Practice, 1906: Founded on Archbold’s 
County Court Practice and Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice. By 
G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C., and Sir C. ARNoLD Wurrs, Chief Justice of 
Madras. 1906 Edition. By His Honour*Judge Woopratt and 
E. H. Trypat Arxryson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by 
WitLtoucHspy Jarpivg, B.A., LLB., Barrister-at-Law. The 
Chapter on Costs and the Precedents of Costs by Morren TURNER, 
Esq., Registrar of the Watford County Court. Vol.I. Butterworth 
& Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

Legal and Practical Guide to County Elections. By F. W. Himst 
and J. E. ALLEN, Barristers-at-Law. Wildy & Sons. 

A Treatise on the Power and Duty of an Arbitrator and the Law 
of Submissions and Awards, with an Appendix of Forms, and of the 
Statutes relating to Arbitration. By Francis RUssELL, M.A.. 
Barrister-at-Law. Ninth Edition. By Epwarp Pox1ocg, an Official 
Referee of the Supreme Court of Judicature, and HarotD WARREN 
Pot.ock, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debenture-holder — Liability as Principals for Acis of 
Receiver.—Where a mortgagee, of his own authority, and independ- 
ently of any statute or any contract with his mortgagor, appoints a 
receiver, the receiver is the agent of the mortgagee (Kerr on 
Receivers (Sth ed.), p. 288). ‘* A receiver who has been appointed by 
a mortgagee under the ordinary power for that purpose is in 
possession as agent, not of the mortgagee, but of the mortgagor”: 
per Lord Cranworth, L.C., in Jefferys v. Dickson (L. R. 1 Ch. 
190). Warrington, J., im_a recent case said, after referring 
to Jefferys v. Dickson and other cases, “In all these cases 
there was an express provision that the receiver should be the 
agent of the mortgagor.” If this is correct, the point before 
him was covered by authority, and he refers to some remarks 
of Rigby, L.J., which give some colour to this s‘atement of fact. A 
receiver appointed under Lord Cranworth’s Act was, by section 18 of 
that Act, to ‘‘ be deemed to be the agent of the person entitled to the 
property subject to the charge, who shall be solely responsib‘e for his 
acts or defaults, unless otherwise provided for m the A 
receiver appointed under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is by section 24 
of that Act, to ‘be deemed to be the agent of the mortgagor ; and the 
mortgagor shall be solely responsible for the receiver's acts or defaults 





& Sons, 


This is the seventh number of this extremely useful series of reports 
of cases decided under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, Some | 


very important decisions are included in this volume, amongst which | 
may be mentioned /rintons (Limited) v. Turvey, in which it was decided | 
the contraction of the disease of- anthrax may be an accident ; | 
tnd Houlder Line (Limited) v. Grifin, in which it was held that the 
Owner of a ship is not the occupier of a dock merely because his ship 
happens to be afloat in it. Most of the cases have, of course, been 
Tported in one or more of the regular series of reports, but a few 
ons Of the Court of Appeal, aud several useful decisions of count 
court judges, will not be found elsewhere. Many practitioners will 
find it a great convenience to have the cases on this subject collected 
§conveniently small con:pass. 








unless the mortgage deed otherwise provides.” In the case before 
Warrington, J., a power to appoint a receiver was given, in a 
charge by the company, to the debenture-holders. There was no 


‘express incorporation of section 24 of the Conveyancing Act, and 
ne provision that the receiver should be the agent of the mortgagor. 


A receiver having been appointed by the debenture-holders, it 
was held that the debentare-holders were liable for his acts to outaide 
persons dealing with him, and the learned j fe refers to the decision 
of Cozens-Hardy, J., in Re Vimbos (Limited) (1900, 1 Ch. 473) in 
support of his view. Having regard to section 2 of the Conveyancing 
Act, which says that ‘ m includes any ¢ on any property 
for securing money << bE we .~ ate t a 19 
says that a mortgagee ve powers to appoint a receiver, 
te. “to the ge rar in if they had vd in terms conferred by the 
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mortgage deed,” and to section 24, already referred to, a decision that 
section 24 was by inference incorporated would not have been very 
surprising Assuming the decision to be correct, it empha-izes the 
importance of providing expressly in the debentures that the receiver 
is to be deemed the agent of the company.—RoBiInson PRINTING Co, 
v. CHio (LIMITED) (Warrington, J., April 14) (1905, 2 Ch. 123). 





Cases of Last Sittings. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
ROWDEN v. PARKER. Kekewich, J. 15th Dec. 


PartnersHir — Specutative UnDertTakine — Lacnes — TERMINATION OF 
PARTNERSHIP — ACCOUNT. 


This was an action by the plaintiff, James Rowden, for a partnership 
account. By a building agreement made in the year 1903 the defendant 
agreed to take a lease of buuding land at Shepherd’s Bush aud build 
some fifty houses thereon. By adeed of partnership dated the 28th of 
April, 1904, the plainnff and defendant entered into a partnership for a 
period of two years for the purpose of carrying out the building under- 
taking. The plaintiff was a builder and supervised the actual building 
while the d- fendaut provided the necessary moneys and paid the plaintiif 
a weekly sum of £25s. It was provided by the deed of partnership that 
each partuer should bank in their joiut names a sum of £800, but this in 
fact was1.ot done. On the 16th of July, 1904, while some of the houses 
were in course of erection, the detendant dismissed the plaintiff from the 
works. ‘The plaintiff thereupon left the premises and took no further 
part in the undertaking. Subsequently it became evident that the 
undertaking would be a success financially, and on the 24th of March, 
19U5, the writ was issued in this action. The plaintiff contended that 
there was a partnership which was dissolved by the defendant’s dismissal 
of the plaintiff on the 16th of July, 1904, and thereupon the plaintiff was 
entitled to an account. The defendant alleged that the plaintiff hud been 
guilty of /aches, that the action had not been brought until the success of 
the undertaking was assured, and that uone of the plaintiff's money had 
b-en risked in the scheme which was of a speculative nature. The title to 
all the property involved was merely equitable, and the court would not 
give relief iu a case of this nature. 

Kexewicun, J., in giving judgment, said: I think what occurred in July, 
1904, must be treated as being in substance a dissolution. If the plaintiff 
had refused, the defendant could not have disrolved the partnership, but 
the plaintiff accepted the dirmissal, and from that time ceased to act as a 

er. !nJuly, 1904, in an account the balance would have been against 
the plaintiff ; nine months tater, when he finds that the defendant by a con- 
siderable «xpendi' ure of money ha« assured the success of the undertaking, 
the plaintitt commences this action and makes a claim that the property 
should be valued in the hight of recentevents. Is he entitled to do that? The 
time is short, but the property is purely sp+culative, and in considering the 
question of /aches this is an element that must be taken into account. In 
my opinion the defeudant is reaily, in briuging this action, trying to take 
advau tage of his own lvches, A partner cannot lie by and aliow others to 
spend mouey and then oust them from the porition they have gained by 
their industry. Th+rre murt be judgment for the defendant with costs — 
Covcnset, Stewart-Smsth, K.C., and Ryland; Lawrence, K.C., and Wace. 
Soxicitors, Tredgold § Narlian; Finnis & cheasher. 

[Reported by H, Wo.corr Waaves, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


WHITEHOUSE v. HUGH. Kekewich, J. 20th, 21st, 22nd, 23rd, and 
24th Nov. 


Benpixc Scueme—Vaxriation —Roapway—DepicaTion—CuL pg 
Ancrest LicuH1s. 


This was an action by the plaintiff, who carried on business as a market 
gardener at No. 1¥, Mackenzie-road, Beckenham, for an injunction to 
resirain tue defendant from breaking up aud building upon a roudway 
adjviui g the piamtiff's land so as to obstruct the plaintift’s access to his 
pr mis-s aud also from buiding on the raid roadway so as to obstruct the 
plaintiff's auci-nt lights. The plaintaff derived his title trom the Becken- 
ham Freehold Building Society, who were the owners of the Beckenham 
estate, and the conveyance by the society, which was made in the year 
1899, of plot 352, ou which No. 19, Mackenzie-road was subsequentiy 
built, was expressed to be made subject to certain conditions and stipula- 
tions, aud by the ninth condition the society reserved to iteeif the right to 
aliow vuriatious in ite plsns and conditious. The roadway in question 
Was abort one leading from Mackenzie-road toa level crossing over a 
branch of the London, Chatham, and Dover Railway, and was situated 
between plots 452 and 355. in the year 1896 the railway company, 
with the consent of the society, closed the level crosing, and 
in the following year the society put up a wooden fence across 
the Mackeuzie-rvad end of the said roadway In the year 1897 the land 
between plots 352 and 355 including the roadway, was sold by the society 
to the defendant's predecessor in title as building land, and in November, 
1894, the defendant commenced to erect two houres thereon, The plaiutiff 
coutended (1) that the roadway wae part of a building scheme, that it was 
main ainable by the society, aud that he was entitled to use it ; (2) that it 
had been dedicated to the public; and (4) that if the proposed houses were 
erected they would seriwusly affect his ancient tights, The defendant 


Sac— 


alleged that the society had consented to the erection of the houses in 
exercise Of their power to vary tueir plans, and denied dedication and that 


the houses if erected would serio 


The following cases were cited: Heriots Hospital v. Gibson (2 Dow, 
Tucker v. Vowles (41 W. R. 156; 1893, 1 Ch. 195), Re London School By 
and Foster (87 L. T. 700), At 
Higgins v. Beits 53 W. R. 549 ; 1905, 2 Ch. 210). 

Kexewicu, J., in giving judgment, said: The plaintiff puts his case, 
first, on the ground that the land in question is shewn as a road q 
the plan attached to his: conveyance and that the road was part 
a building scheme which is binding on the society. But I find thy 
this plot of land was not shewn as a road on the plan, but merely agg 
vacant space. Further, it was admitted that no case could be found 
which a plan alone, such as this is, had been held to be a sufficient grou 
for saying that the vendors could not alter what appeared on the plan, | 
therefore hold that there was no representation that there was a road 
that this vacant space should remain vacant. But it was said that evenif 
the road is not shewn on the planit is a road in fact. That, in 
opinion, is not sufficient. A mere private road may be converted inj 
anything else, it might be converted into a playground, or to any pj 
convenient to the vendors. It has been said that this road hes ee 
dedicated to the public, but assuming that I can decide this in the absene 
of the Attorney-General, I hold thatit has not. This road isin the natay 
of a cul de sac, and mere evidence of user, in the absence of any evidenegof 
active dedication, is not sufficient : Attorney-General v. Antrobus. Thereis 
no such evidence here, and in my opivion on this point the plaintiff's cag 
completely breaks dvwn. Upon the question of ancient lights, applying 
the test laid down by Farwell, J., in Higgins v. Betts, | have come to th 
conclusion that if the proposed houses are erected there will be no such 
obstruction as will seriously affect tue plaintiff in the enjoyment of his 
house. ‘he action, therefore, must be dismissed with costs.—Ov 
Stewart-Smith, K:C., and Todd; Lawrence, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy, 
Soxrcrrors, James Powell ; Rubenstein § Co. 


[Reported by H. Wotcorr Wanner, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,]| 


THOMPSON v. HAMMERSMITH CORPORATION. Buckley, J, 
19th Dec. 


Merrorotis MANAGEMENT—STREETS AND HiGHwAys—WIDENING Srregr— 
Powex to Take Parr or Hovse—MicuazL ANGELO Tay.or’s Aor (6j 
Geo. 3, c. xxrx.), ss. 80, 82. 


Action. On the 15th of May, 1905, the plaintiffs took a lease of No, %, 
King-street, Hammersmith, for a term of forty years at a rent of £250, 
and in the lease they covenanted within twelve calendar months to alter 
the premises in accordance with certain plans which had been approved 
by the kessors. ‘Ihe alterations consisted in altering the house, which was 
cld and unsuited to the plaintiffs’ purposes, by converting the three floors 
of which the front of the house consisted into two floors. At the time 
when they took tne lease they had seen a sketch plan shewing that the 
borough council proposed to take part of the front of the house to a depth 
varying from Tit. Zin. to 5ft. gin. for the purpose of a street 
improvement. ‘They went into possession on the 8th of June and com- 
menced the works. Un the 20th of June they received a notice to treat 
trom the borough council in respect of the above-mentioned part of their 
house under the powers contained in the Metropolitan Paving Act, 1817 
(commonly known as Michael Angelo Taylor's Act). On the 26th of June 
the plaintitis gave the defendants a counter-nolice requiring them to take 
the whole of the house and premises instead of the part mentioned in the 
notice. The defendants did not comply with the counter-notice, buton 
the 24th of Uctober delivered their tender for the part only. ‘The plain 
tiffs then sent in particulars of their claim for the whole ot the house and 
premises, but the defendants refused to comply with their claim. This 
action Was commenced on the 7th of November, and the plaintiffs claimed 
an injunction to restrain the defendants from proceeding under their 
notice to treat to take the part of the premises mentioned in the notice 
Couusel referred to Gordon v. St. Mary Abbotis Vestry (1894, 2 Q. B. 742), 
Gibbon v. Paddington Vestry (1900, 2 Ch. 794), Thomas v. Daw (2 Oh. 1) 
Gard v. Commissioners of Sewers (28 Ch. D. 486), Stroud v. Wandsworth Board 
of Works (1894, 2 Q B. 1), Metropolitan District Railway Co v. Fulham 
Vestry (1895, 2Q. B. 443), Pescod v, Mayor of Westminster (1905, 2 Uh, 488), 
and Teuliere v. St. Mary Abbotts Vestry (30 Ch, D. 642). 
Bucxizy, J.—The question which I have to decide is whether the 
defendants are entitled to proceed under their notice to treat. ‘I'he notice 
claims to take a strip of land, varying in depth from 7ft. 2in. at the westend 
to 5ft. 3in. at the east end, on which the front of the plaintiffs’ house 
stands, First, then, as tothe law. It isto be noticed that while section # 
of the Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act does, section 82 of the same Act doe 
not, add to the general words ‘‘ houses, walls, buildings, lands, tenements 
and hereditaments ’’ the expression ‘* or any part thereot.’’ The Divi 
Court, huwever, decided in Gordon v. St, Mary Abbotts Vestry (supra) that 
that expression is carried on into section 82, so that the comp 
wers of that section apply to “ houses, buildings, land, tenements, 
«reditaments, or any part tuereof.”” The local authority may conseq 
purchase part instead of the whole of a house. ‘here is no provisiol 
in this Act corresponding to that contained*in section 92 of the Land 
Clauses Act, 1845, evabling the owner to require the purchasing body 
take the whole when part only is required. By way ot dictum in Gord 
v. St. Mary Abbotts Vestry (supra) the court explained what would 
the expression ‘ house or any part thereot.’’ ‘I'hey said, in effect, thats 
house 1s a unit and that a part could only be taken, if it did not d 
the house as a house. 1 snould have had no difficulty in fullowing 
dictum, even it the matter had not come betore Stirling, J. (as he 
war) in Gibbon v. Paddington Vestry (supra), where he decided that the pur 
chasmg body must take the whole house, if the part was not se 
‘Lhe defendants argued that that which is intended to be done must 





y affect the plaintiff’s ancient lights, 





regarded as actually done, and that inasmuch as the plaintiffs were under 
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covenant to pull down part of the house, I must consider that part as pulled 
down, and must treat the property as ‘‘land”’ and not asa “‘house.” In 
of this view they quoted Thomas v. Daw (supra), at p. 3 note, 
ae Chancellor, however, at p. 6, disapproved of the Vice-Chancellor’s 
yiew on that point, though he affirmed his decision on the ground that the 
ioners had not formally adjudged that possession of the whole was 
necessary for the purpose of executing their powers. The rights of the 
tiffs in this case must be determined upon the basis that they owned 
house at the date of the notice, which they could treat as they liked. 
Their rights cannot be affected by any alterations intended or covenanted 
tobedone At most the proposed alterations would only be relevant if the 
house as altered would be a house of such a nature that the defendants could 
take a part of it without destroying its identity. Now as to the 
facts. At the date of the lease the plaintiffs had seen a tracing 
shewing what part of their house the defendants proposed to take for the 
of the improvement. This cannot affect the plaintiffs’ ~position. 
i sole question is whether or not the defendants have a right under the 
Act to take the part which is mentioned in the notice. It is a question of 
fact whether the part can be severed so as not to destroy the house as a 
house. [His lordship then examined the facts in detail, and held that if 
the were taken the grouud floor would be considerably diminished in 
size, and the first floor would be rendered practically useless, and con- 
tinued:] It is said that the back wall may be moved back by the amount 
taken off the front of the house. That is, however, no answer. The 
defendants cannot say that they will take part of your house and will then 
shew you how to build a new house, I will grant an injunction restrain- 
ing the defendants from proceeding under the notice to take such part of 
the house, lands, and hereditaments of the plaintiffs as is mentioned in 
the notice.—Counset, Buckmaster, K.C., and Waggett; Astbury, K.C., 
Courthope- Munroe, and J. A, Langston. Souxicrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, 
§ Co. ; Watson, Sons, § Room, 
[Reported by T. Paxennam Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
BROWN (Appellant) v. LEGGETTI (Respondent). Div. Court. 19th Dec. 


Paarmacy Acts ~Porsons—Vermin Kittern—Paarmacy Act, 1868 (31 & 
32 Vicr. c. 121), ss. 2, 17. 


Appeal against a conviction by the stipendiary magistrate for Leeds. 
The appellaut was charged with unlawfully selling a certain poisonous 
vegetable alkaloid, being a poison named in the first part of Schedule A to 
the Pharmacy Act, 1863—to wit, veratine—to one Margaret ucCann, who 
was then a person unknown to him, the said Margaret McCann not being 
then introduced to him by some person known to him, contrary to the 
fom of the statute. The appellant was a registered chemist 
and druggist, carrying on business at Leeds, and was duly 
qualified. On the 27th of July, 1904, he sold at his shop 
to Margaret McOann a packet containing 228 grains of a substance 
known as “‘ Rankin’s Ointment,’’ a patent preparation labelled ‘: poison an 
for destroying vermin in the head. The packet contained 2% grains 
(equivalent to 1 per cent.) of certain poisonous alkaloids. On analysis 
these were found to consist to a very large extent (about 90 per cent.) of 
pure alkaloid veratine, which was a poisonous alkaloid. This quantity was 
sufficient, 1f the ointment in the packet was taken internally by an adult 
human being, to cause purging and vomiting, and possibly a fatal result. 
By section 17 of the Pharmacy Act, 1868, it is unlawfl to sell any poison 
unless distinctly labelled with the name of the cle and the word 
“poison,” and with the name and address of the seller ; and, further, ‘it 
thall be unlawful to sell any poison of those which are in the first part of 
Schedule A to this Act, or may be hereafter added thereto under section 2 of 
this Act, to any person unknown to the seiler unless introduced by some 
person known to tne seller.’’ Part I. of the schedule comprised, snzer alia, 
“all poisonous vegetable alkaloids and their salts.’’ Section 2 of the Act 
adage Council of the Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain power to 

by resolution any particular article a poison within the meaning of 
the Act, and it the same is approved by the Privy Council, ‘ the 
wticle named in such resolution shall be deemed a poison within the 
meaning of this Act.’’ In pursuance of this section the society in 1869 

e by resolution that, inter alia, preparations of prussic acid, strych - 
tine, atropine, corrosive sublimate, morphine, a every compound 
Containing any poison within the meaning of the Pharmacy Act, 1868, 

prepared or sold for the destruction of vermin, ought to be deemed 
Poisons within the meaning of the Act. The appellant contended that the 
wleof a certain poison named on the first part of Schedule A of the Act 
of 1868 when compounded with another substance was not an offence 
section 17 of the same Act. The words “ poisonous vegetable 

8 and their salts’ in Part I. of the said schedule did not include 
Compounds containing a percentage only of a poisonous vegetable alkaloid. 
These were declared poisons, but were placed in Part Il. For the 
tepondent it was argued that as the ointment contained a dangerous 
quantity of poisonous vegetable alkaloids which were expressly included 
in Part I. of the schedule, and as the penal sections were not confined to 
uled poisons in the simple state or of the preparation af such poisons, 

but extended to the sale of the mixture or compound containing a 
wheduled poison— Pharmaceutical Society v. Armson (1804, 2 Q. B. 720) and 
tical Society v. Piver § Co, (1893, 1 Q. B. 686)—the appellant 

fail gommnitted an offence within the Act by selling to a person own 


Tar Covrr (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Lawrance and Rintey, JJ.) 
held that the Pharmaceutical Society had power not merely to resolve that 
‘particular article should be deemed a poison, but had power to say that 








it should be a poison under one part of the schedule or the other. By 
their order of 169 the Pharmaceutical Society had placed vermin-killer in 
Part LI. ot the schedule, and tnerefore there had been here no sale of & 
poison scheduled in Part L. of Schedule A. Tue offence defined in the 
latter part of section 17 therefore had not been committed, aud the con- 
viction accordingly could not stand. Conviction quashed.—UounsEL, Sir 
Edward Clarke, .U., Bonsey, aud W. 8. Glynn-Jones; D. M. Kerly. 
Sourcrrors, Beck § Kerby ; Markby, Stewart, § Co. 
{Reported by Exsxixe Bei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HIGGS AND OTHERS v. BAKER, Warrington, J. 30th Nov. 


MorreaGeE—LEASEHOLD PREMISES—FORECLOSURE ORDER ABSOLUTE— 
Lease BY MorTGAGEE—UNDERVALUE—ACTION ON THE COVENANT— 
REOPENING FoRECLOsSURE—RiGHT oF MortTGaGoR TO A RECONVEY- 
ANCE OF THE PremisEs IntacT—LeasE VALID UNDER CONVEYANCING 
Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. o. 41), s. 18. 

Trial of action. This was an action by a mortgagee of leasehold 
premises to recover the principal moneys and balance of interest due 
under the mortgagor's covenant contained im the mortgage deed 
The question turned upon whether a lease of the mortgaged premuses 


‘granted by the plaintutis at an alleged undervaluation, after order 
‘absoiute for foreciosure, debarred the plaintitis from exercising their 


right to sue upon the covenant. By deed of the 9th of Apri, 1900, 
the defendant Baker mortgaged the leasehold , Simia House, 
Akehurst-gardens, Roehampton, Surrey, for the residue of a term of 
ninety-nine years to secure the sum of £1,250 and interest, to the then 
trustees of the will of Wiliam Alpheus Higgs, deceased. By two 
deeds of transfer dated the 2lst of May, 1905, and the 27th of April, 
1904, this mortgage became vested in the plaintiffs, the present trustees 
of the will of Alpheus Higgs. By an agreement made in March, 1903, 
the defendant let the premises, together with a small strip of land 
adjoining, for one year at a rental of £150 per annum, but this rental 
was reduced by certain clauses of the agreement to the sum of £100. 
After the expiration of this agreement the tenants remained in 
possession of the premises for a further term of nine months at a 
rental of £90 per annum, On the 19th of August, 1903, the plaintiffs 
appointed a receiver of the rents and profits of the mortgaged premises, 
and on the 15th of November, 1904, an order for forec.osure absolute 
was made. On or about the 10th of February, 1905, the plaintiffs Jet 
the premises to a Mr. Hertz on a repairing for twenty-one 
years from the 25th of March, 1905, at a rental of £85. On the 
20th of February, 1905, the plaintiffs commenced this action claiming 
the principal moneys and Silene of interest due under the covenant 
contained in the mortgage of the 9th of April, 1900. In his defence 
the defendant alleged that the rental of £85, reserved by the lease 
of 1905, was below the actual letting value of the premises, and that 
therefore the plamtifis were from suing upon the covenant. 
On behalf of the defendant it was contended that a mortgagee who 
had foreclosed was not entitled to sue upon the covenant if he had 
done anything in the meanwhile to depreciate the value of the 
mortgaged premises. In this case, by suing upon the covenant, the 
piaintitts had reopened the foreclosure, and the defendant, on paying 
off the principal and interest due, would be entitled to a recon- 
veyance of the property intact. But, it was argued, the plaintiffs 
were not in a _ position to reconvey the ay intact, 
because since it had come into their hands it had become subject to a 
lease at a rent below the actual letting value. Therefore the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to sue upon the covenant. : 
Warrinoron, J., after referring to the powers of leasing conferred 
upon a mortgagee in possession by section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, pr ed: I have already held that such a lease as the plaintiffs 
granted would have been = if granted by a mo in possession 
under section 18 of the veyancing Act, 1881. Now two 
are well settled: (1) If, after foreclosure absolute, the mortgagee sues 
the mortgagor upon the covenant, the mortgagee, by so doing, submits 
to have the foreclosure reopened; (2) it is part of the contract 
between the mortgagor and that the former, upon paying 
off what is due mm the covenant, shall be entitled to a reconveyance. 
In the old days, if the mortgagee had sold th 
could have obtained an injunction in equity to restrain the mortgagee 
from bringing an action at law upon the covenant. 
founded upon the original contract between the mortgagor and 
mortgagee. If the mo has granted a lease which would have 
nm good under section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, then I 
hold that he has done nothing to prevent the ogy getting back 
his property intact. There will, therefore, be judgment for the 
plaintiffs for what shall be found due to t under the covenant 
upon taking an account, the defendant being at liberty to — 
the foreclosure.—Counset, Rowden, K.C., and George Joseph; 
Courthorpe-Munroe and Luxmoore. Sourcrrors, Karwth, Browne, & 
Higgs; Lenn Walter. 


(Reported by E. Wave. Rivers, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROBBINS », WHYTE, Warrington, J. 30th Nov. 


Morreacr— Leask sy Morroacor ix Possrssion—Power To Accer 
SuRRENDER—NON-CONCURRENCE OF MorTGAGEE—AcTION BY MoRr- 
Gacrr ror Recovery or Rents—Converancine Act, 1881 (44 & 4 
Vier. oc. 41), ss. 10, 18 (1). 
This was an action by a mortgagee of freehold ises to recover 

from a lessee of the mortgaged premises arrears of rent due under a 

lease granted by the mortgagor by virtue of the statutory power con- 
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ferred upon him by section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. The 
question turned upon whether a surrender of the lease to the mortgagor 
executed by the lessee without the concurrence of the mortgagee was 
effectual in law as against the mortgagee. By an indenture dated the 
9th of September, 1889, Mr. W. W. Samson mortgaged the freehold pre- 
mises, No. 3, Marlborough-place, St. John’s Wood, to Mr. John Robbins, 
to secure the sum of £1,800 and interest. By an indenture dated the 18th 
of February, 1892, Mr. Samson, under the statutory power conferred 
by section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, demised the mort- 
gaged premises to Lady Ellen Bennett for the term of twenty-one years, 
at a rental of £120 per annum, and delivered a counterpart of the 
lease to the mortgagce as required by section 18 of the Conveyanc- 
ing Act, 1881. Mr. Samson died in November, 1892, having by his 
will devised the mortgaged property to his executors therein named, 
and this will was duly araued by the executors. Mr. Samson, until his 
death in 1892, and after his death his executors, continued to receive 
the rents and profits of the mortgaged premises until the 22nd of 
February, 1905, when the executors of the mortgagee required the rent to 
be paid to them. Lady Bennett died in September, 1904, and by her 
will the defendant Whyte was appointed sole executor. On the 25th of 
November, 1904, the defendant executed an indenture purporting to 
surrender the demised premises to the executors and devisees of Mr. 
Samson. In April, 1905, the executors of the mortgagee commenced 
this action against the defendant as executor of Lady Bennett, claiming 
£60 arrears of rent due under the demise of the 18th of February, 
1 By way of defence to this action, the defendant pleaded the 
surrender of the lease under the indenture of the 25th of November, 
1904. By the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 18 (1), it is provided that ‘A 
mortgagor of land while in possession shall, as against every incum- 
cumbrancer, have, by virtue of this Act, power to make from time to 
time any such lease of the mortgaged land, or any part thereof, as is 
in this section described and authorized.’’ Section 18 (3) (i.) of the 
same Act authorizes “an agricultural or occupation lease for any term 
not exceeding twenty-one years.’ By section 10 it is provided that 
‘the rent reserved by a lease and the benefit of every covenant or pro- 
vision therein contained shall be annexed and incident to and 
shall go with the reversionary estate in the land, or in any part thereof, 
immediately expectant on the term granted by the lease.’’ In the 
course of the argument it was contended on behalf of the defendant 
that section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, did not vest the 
reversion expectant upon the lease in the mortgagee. Further, that the 
power of the mortgagor to accept a surrender was a necessary corollary 
to the statutory power of granting a lease, and that contention was 
supported by the judgment of Lord Esher, M.R., in The Municipal 
Permanent Investment Building Society vy. Smith (37 W. R. 42; 
22 Q. B. D. 70). To hold otherwise would inflict great hardship upon 
the defendant. 

Wareincton, J., after stating the facts as above, and the material 
sections of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, proceeded as follows: What 
is the effect of section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, by itself? 
According to the well-known principles of equity, after the mortgagor 
has granted the mortgage he has no longer an estate in the land, but 
only an equitable right to call for a reconveyance after payment off 
of the moneys owing under the mortgage. Before the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, he had no power to grant Enos to bind the mortgagee 
without the concurrence of the latter, though, as between the lessee and 
the mortgagor, the mortgagor would be bound, by way of estoppel. 
Section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, gives him power to grant 
& particular estate out of the larger estate which is vested in the mort- 
gagee, so as to render the mortgagee’s estate a reversion expectant upon 
the term. The Municipal Permanent Investment Building Society v. 
Smith (37 W. RB. 42; Q. B. D. 70) is an authority on this point. 
The facts here are quite different, but it was necessary to the decision 
of that case for the court to express its views as to the legal effect of 
section 18 (1 up n the estate of the mortgagee. I will take the judg- 
ment of Fry, L.J., because he puts it in the most useful language. 
He says (22 Q. B. D., at p. 72): ‘*The question turns on the Conveyanc- 
ing Act, 1881, and the effect of section 18 is that Davis while in pos- 
session as mortgagor had power to make this lease and to bind the 
plaintiffs. The statute in fact gives the mortgagor power to create a 
term out of the estate of the mortgagee, and so to convert that estate 
into one expectant on the term granted by the lease. 
to show that it was intended that the mortgagee should have the rights 
of a lessor undér the lease. If this were not so it would follow that 
the mortgagee’s estate would be diminished, and he be turned into a 
reversioner, but without any compensating rights.’ I think that is the 


That would seem 





correct view, and that the relation of lessee and reversioner is created 
between the lessee and the mortgagee upon the execution of the lease 
by the mortgagor. Now, the effect of a surrender is to merge the par- 
ticular estate in the larger estate, which is expectant upon it, and 
there «an be no merger unless the surrender is made to the person | 
whom the reversion is vested. In this case the reversion was aged 


in the mortgagee, and the surrender having been made not to him, but 
to the mortgayor, is inoperative in law to bind the mortgagee. 
result is that the plaintiffs are entitled to recover the rent for which | 
this action is brought, Judgment accordingly.—Counsen, Richard | 
Nevill; Dunham. Borscrrone, Malkin & Co.; Hunter & Davies. | 

(Reported by BE. Wavect Bivoes, ez, Barrister-at-Law | 


The | 


| Lawford) will preside at the opening lecture of the Hilary Session # the 
Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, on Wednesday, the 10th 
at 7 p.m.,in the Middle Temp’ 

Bartley Denniss, and his subject will be ‘‘ Practical Pointe on the ia” 
Relating to Bille of Exchange.’’ 


The death is announced of Mr. Samuel Smith, late Town Clerk of 
Chester. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 
Mr. Wutrrip Watson Parks, solicitor, of No. 48, 
London has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Sir Taomas Ratercu, D.C.L., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Bailiff of Westminster and Bailiff of the Sanctuary, in the room of 
Harry Wilmot Lee, resigned. 

The following appointments have been made by the Council of Ig 
Education for the year ending the 10th of January, 1907: 

Roman Law, Jurisprudence, and International Law.—Reader, Mf, j, 
Paw rey Bate; Assistant Reader, Mr. 8. H. Lzonarp. 

Constitutional Law, English and Colonial, and Legal History.—Reade, 
Mr. A. T. Carrer. 

Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal Law.—Reader, Mr. W. Buy 
Onvcers, K.C. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property and Conveyancing.—Reade, 
Mr. A. F. Torna; Assistant Reader, Mr. W. J. Wurrraker. 

Common Law.—Reader, Mr. Hucu Fraser; Assistant Reader, th 
J.G Pease. 


Equity.—Reader, Mr. J. A. Srranan ; Assistant Reader, Mr. G. M7, 
HILpyarb. 







Finsbury-equy, 










Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. Evsrace B. Ames, the surviving partner in the firm of Mesm, 
Hammond & Ames, of 25, Bedford-row, has arranged to join Mem 
Taylor, Willcocks, Lemon, & Elgood, of Bank-chambers, 218, Strand, ani 
240, Lavender-hill, S.W., in partnership on the Ist of January, 1906. Th 
style of the new firm will be Taylor, Willcocks, Lemon, Elgood, & Ame, 
aud they will sign ‘‘ Taylor, Willcocks, & Co.,”’ as heretofore. 


Dissolutions. 


Atsert Rozsert Orton Gery and James Roserr Samir, solicitors 
(Alfred R. Gery), Regent House, Regent-street, W., and 37, Walbrook, 
London. Dec 31. 


Cuartes Marncnant Benwett and Epwarp Norrotk, solicitors, 19, 
Borough High-street, London, and 4, Deptford-bridge, Deptford. Apri 
16,1904. The said Charles Marchant Benwell will continue to practise 
as a solicitor at the said addresses. [ Gazette, Dec, 26. 





Information Required. 


Re Tuomas Burr (deceased).—Thomas Butt, late of The Bungalow, 
Alfred-road, Clive Vale, Hastings, Sussex, and formerly of No, 12, Bide 
ford-mansions, Rosebery-avenue, London, retired Superintendent of the 
Metropolitan Police Force, died on the 14th of December, 1905, at The 
Bungalow, Alfred-road, aforesaid. Any persons having in their posses- 
sion any Will or testamentary disposition executed by the above-named 
deceased, or any draft or copy thereof, or who can furnish any information 
in reference to any such document, are hereby requested to commupicate 
with Messieurs Edell & Gordon, solicitors, of No. 4, King-street, Cheap- 
side, London. Dated the 21st of December, 1905. 





General. 


The Lord Chief Justice has fixed the following commission days for the 
winter assizes on the South Wales Circuit, viz.: Haverfordwest, Th A 
January 18; Lampeter, Monday, January 22; Carmarthen, Thursday, 
January 25; Brecon, Wednesday, January 31; Presteign, Saturday, 
February 3. 

Writing about Lord Justice Mathew, the Evening Standard says that 
there is a story of a barrister who, after “‘opening” for two and a-ball 
hours, remarked, ‘ And the next point, my lord——” ‘‘ The next minute 
point, Mr. ——,’’ said Mathew, J., rising for lunch, ‘‘ we will take ab 8 
quarter after two!”’ 

A new Bill is, says the Daily Mail, expected to pass in Germany which 
provides for the liability of the owner of the motor-car in all accident 
The important point in the Bill is that the law will hold the owner ots 
car prima facie liable for all accidents until he may have proved that 


| accident was not due to his or his chauffeur’s neglect. 


The London Gazette announces the appoidtment of Mr. Jobu Atkins 
formerly Attorney-General for Ireland, to bea Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, 
under the provisions of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, and 
the King has been pleased to grant to him the dignity of a baron for 
by the style and title of Baron Atkinson, of (ilenwilliam, in the coum at 


Limerick, 
Mr. W. Arthur Sharpe (Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, Barham, + 


le Hall. The lecturer will be Mr. 
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Ridley and Channell, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for | appearance on his house, on which was the legend, Mors janua vita. 
the winter assizes on the Oxford Circuit, viz.: Reading, Thursday, | ‘‘‘ Vite,’ why, of course,” said Lord Ellenborough, ‘‘ Kenyon always was Pa 
1; Oxford, Tuesday, February 6; Worcester, Saturday, | a miser, and special directions in his will that his estate was not to be 
February 10; Gloucester, Friday, February 16; Monmouth, Friday, | put to the expense of a diphthong.”’ 
23; Hereford, Wednesday, February 28 ; Shrewsbury, Monday, 


5; Stafford, Saturday, March 10. The date for Birmingham will 


SbUry -sjun, ; 
Saturday, March 17. 
scoped * cnet Fixep Ixcomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
pointed The public appear, says the Hoening Standard, to require warning about | on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
room of not having anything to do with companies which are registered in | Syed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
y: Rye se ae Boge hp - ye: supplied by —_ largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain ing 
. ht in the Guernsey courts against such a company for not having a sai ® . * 
incll of Lagi — office in the island, and for not having lodged a list of pm De Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Oourt-soad, London, W.—[Anve 
Send other particulars required bylaw. In the result the defendants 
eacer, Mr, j, were heavily fined, the total exceeding £600, but, as it appeared that two of 








































































the directors resided in Switzerland, and the company possessed. nothing 
ory.—Reade tangible upon which any claim could be made, no redress was possible. The Property Mart. 
W. tee iewemnce and Raney. 22 = page a my ee eine =e Sale of the Ensuing Week. 
. W. for the holding o e win assizes © e South- rn Circuit ; ee = 
Huntingdon, Thursday, January 11 ; Cambridge, Saturday, January 13; Jan. fs = 24 » Foster & Caanrigxp, at the Mart, at 2: ne 
ing —Reade, civil business, Tuesday, January 16; Ip swich, Thursday, January 18 ; To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £66,590; lady aged 70. Solicitors, Messrs. 
te civil business, Saturday, January 20; Norwich, Wednesday, January 24 ; To Can tethe et SEMe abandon the Wentingion Corporation; lnly ogn8'0t 


> civil business, Saturday, January 27; Chelmsford, Wednesday, January f advance: 

Reader, lk MM 31; civil business, Friday, February 2; Hertford, Wednesday, February | POLICIES for 1 yay ing iy Ti2s, Solicitors, Mesers. Oldfield, Bertram, & 

1; civil business, Friday, noes Aah — Saturday, February 10; ‘ pontie a, and ws, Redfern & Hunt, Warrington. “senna 
ir. G, civil business, Wednesday, February 14; Maidstone, Wednesday, February HAR EBENTU. : Sunni Dormy House Club (Limited) — 
M1 21; civil business, Monday, February 26; Guildford, Thursday, March = — -y £1 each. A. Pailii . S— Limitea).. elas 4. Per 

1; civil business, Saturday, March 3. hes Co,  aanatenee: Btock.  Solici Martin 

The last American census, says the Daily Mail, shewed that there were ( vertisements, this week, page.) 

over 1,000 practising lady lawyers in America, Eight years ago the lady 
m of Messrs, lawyer was almost unknown in New York, but to-day there are probably 








join M women attorneys in the city, most of them earning large incomes > . - 
Strand, a Baie from £1,000 to £8,000 a year. In the second city of America, Winding-up N otices. 
, 1906. The Chicago, they are not less successful. It is in Chicago that one finds Miss London Gazeite-—Fatpay, Deo. 22. 


od, & Ames Florence H. King, on the sixteenth floor of the Monadnock Building. a 
ai Miss King is cne of the most successful patent attorneys in America, and JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
easily makes £3,000 a year; whereas fitteen years ago this young woman Luorep ix CHaxcery. 
was a maid-of-all-work in an Iowa farmhouse, earning five shillings a 6 Seepzaxe Co, Lame (ix fopnnenen—- Sinan required, - dary a 
i i i an 31, to send esses, particulars 0: their debts or claims, 
=, ole week and her board by cooking potatoes, scrubbing floors, and washing Jonegh Besber Glens "ons Geltsbury House, I ; ul 
| ” Walbrook dishes. Coes Bixks, ap ee a og a = or — Fy: 8, to we — 2 
’ ! : dd particulars of their or claims, Godwin. Regen 
The late Charles P. Thompson, says the Boston Herald, at one time had 2 nea ae tg re ~ dy wor 4 
a client named Michael Dougherty, who had been arrested for the illegal — fe Nally 0g Fhe Z . mh ol Mines yar aban. ee pareie ulars pry their debts 











ford ded sale of liquor. The police had no evidence except one pint of whisky, = cates, 0 abet Forsia, 5, Joha Ly st, Manchester. Menge a 
- which their search of his alleged kitchen bar-room revealed. ‘This | b40¥Ds Mitton Brick Co, Luursp— lor winding up, 

) to practise evidence was produced, and a somewhat vivid claim made of primd facie Southampton, S lari amen Seats mek So choomaml ant 
?, Dec, 26, evidence of guilt by the prosecuting attorney. During all this Mr. | _ later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 8 


Thompson was silent. When his turn came for the defence he said: | Ruopes:a Mixes, Linutep- Creditors are required. on or before Feb 2, to send their 
“Michael Dougherty, take the stand.’ And “‘ Mike,” with big red nose, | Rames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or, claims, to N- A. Hustace, 10, 
bleared eyes, and a general appearance of eo and dejection, took . : 4 













the stand. ‘‘ Michael Dougherty, look upon the jury. Gentlemen of the County Paratixe or Lancaster. 
Th he on gee ger crn gol as Mr. Thompson. se. Limrrep 1s CHANCERY. 
» 12, . Thompson himself, silently and steadily gazing at ‘‘ Mike”’ for a ae tied winding presented Dec 14, directed to 
ident of the moment, eat and with solemnity turned to the jury and said: *‘ Gentle- ——— at 5. Ge " 4 ‘wall ae r Jan ll, at i0'30. Costeker & Co, Darwen, 
05, at The men of the jury, do you mean to say to this court that you honestly and | solors for peta i. Notice of appearing must reach ‘the above-named mot later tham 6 
leir posses truly believe that Michael Dougherty, if he had a pint of whisky, would | "lock in the at-ernoon of Jan 10 
ove-named sellit?’’ It is needless to say that ‘‘ Mike ’’ was acquitted. London Gasette.—Tuzspay, Dec, %. 
ee There is a rather amusing article by Viscount St. 6jres in the January JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
et, Cheap. number of the Cornhill Magazine on ‘‘ Judges’ Wut.” He says (we have Lunrep ix Caancery. 
si. seen the stories before but they are worth telling again) that Baron Graham | gvsrrat Sinver Misi. c Co, Lrarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 29, to 
(aonce famous judge of the Eldon period) was distinguished by a sort of | send their names and acldresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
antiquated politeness, which he practised in all circumstances and towards | _ Ledger Keating, Chart ‘house bldgs bred before Feb 15, t 
all persons. At one county assize nine men were capitally convicted | B0oyT0s Manurson ee ee a yey he dae gy dts of chien, & 
before him, and were brought up together to receive sentence. By some| Herbert Edward West Taylor, 26, Kingdon rd ; 
lays for the mistake he overlooked one of the names, and was leaving the court when | R & A Panxss, Luurep—Cr ditors are required, on or before Feb 5, to send their names 
Thursday, his attention was called to the fact that there was still a prisoner in the = Sddreee. and the pait.culars of their debts or claims, to Henry John Self, 63, 
‘Tham HE ted the unfortunate man “° My. ‘good fellow, WT arust relly ‘bog | LG btrac cd clase Sd Te pstenal ta ate or nsw Gooete 
Sa i . , sen esses, . 
your pardon, it was quite a mistake—altogether a mistake I assure you. | _ George Walker, 19, St Swithin's In : 7 , 
The sentenc’ of the court is that you be taken back to the place whence you | T#oMAS ee en 23 SS AS SS 
} says that came, and thence to a place of execution, and that you be hanged bytheneck | worth, Brow Bridge Mills, Greetland, nr Halifax. Longbotham & Sons, Halifax, 
and a-half till you be dead; and may the Lord have mercy on yoursoul! It was quite a |  solors for hquidator 
ext minute mistake, I beg your pardon most sincerely.’ So saying, he made another 
take at 4 low bow to the unhappy man, and then left the court. A worthy pendant 
to Baron aon was his contemporary, — —_ Lord Justice Cl- rk Cc dit 9 N ti e 
any which 9 ah le also never failed to signalize himself when passing sentence es. 
phere aa , and his peculiarities wae intensified vy 2 ange ——— reditors otic 
wher of & unciation, He had to sentence a man to death for murdering a : > 
1 that the soldier, ‘‘ Not only,” said the judge, ‘‘did you murder him, whereby he Under Estates in Chancery . 
Was berea-ved of his life, but you did thrust, or —_ or pierce or pro-pell Last Day or Cram. 
Athiaat, the leth-all weapon through the belly-band of his breeches, which were Zenten Guitie-Memee, Bee. 2. 
Ondiang his Majesty’s."” And there must have been something - about a judge . ’ 
and that Who was in the habit of thus demolishing a prisoner's defence : ‘‘ And so, | Lawsexce, Be getatee beled eae Briseee’? Proprietor Jan 15 Lawrence 5 
tor Ii tlemen, having shewn you that the pan-el’s argument is totally Lawrence, Guiatn ao oo ny v Ghorte, Buckiey, J Roberts, 
plese + impossib-ill, I shall now proceed to shew you that it is extremely improbab- | S¥8*, Gxonox Rovasrs, Bxeter Jan 23 Garmewort oT 
county ill.” Chief Justice Kenyon's genius for inaccurate and inapposite quotation London Gazette. —Tursvar, Deo. 19. 
t has never been surpassed, Ile once edified a jury by descanting on the | wavs, Ma.cous Luroxciss, Westeliff on Sea, Printer’s Manager Jan 2S Hollington v 
arhaw, virtues of the Emperor Julian the Apostle, and dis another Wade, Kekewich, J Henry, 35, Hart st, Bloomsbury sq 
on of the jury from service in the following remarkable terms: ‘ And now, gentle- Zentes Geena Sennas. Des. 28. 
th men, you may return to your hearths and homes in peace ; and with the . rea > ag . 
: y y Bryson, Hunny, North Newbald, York, Farmer Feb 8 Ward v Malton, Farwell, J 





delightful consciousness of having well performed your duties, you may Macturk, Bouth Cave, York 
lay your heads u ‘our pillows and say ‘Aut Cesar aut nullus.’"’ His : - Ma " : Build re Perwel 
Was & ruling senlen teen te death. At his decease a hatchment made its | Tare ee ata — — 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. | 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 19. 


Barker, Witt1am Martin, Worcester Jan 16 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Barrow, Joun, Bedlington, Northumberland Jan 22 Webb, Morpeth 

Barickwet, Caartes Porter, Gwyl Annedd, Penmaenmawr Dec 28 E Brickwell, Gwyl | 
Annedd, Penmaenmawr 

Curw, Wits Ricuarpvs, Blackpool Jan 20 Topping, Blackpool 

CuirxsipE, Abert, Croft, nr Darlington Jan 15 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick 
upon Tweed 

pE Varies, Eveazer Levy, Scarborough st, Goodman's fields Jan31 Anning, Cheapside 

bE Wo.r, THomas Anprew, Beckenham, Kent Jan31 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 

Drxiz, one Sete Caro.ine, Annan, Dumfries, NB Jan 20 Markby & Co, Cole- | 
man 8 





Foyster, Jony, Trump st, Commission Agent Jan 31 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Hackyey, ea Witi1am, Gedney Drove End, Lincs Jan 22 Mossop & Mossop, Hol- | 


Hasnrisoy, Mary Janz, Ashton under Lyne Jan 21 Hewitt, Ashton under Lyne 
Hasse.., Percy, Darenth, Kent Jan16 Russell & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs | 
Henperson, Very Rev Witt1am Grorae, Carlisle Jan 20 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 


Hoop, James Wautace, Gateshead, Twine Manufacturer Feb 1 Denison & Slater, 
"Newcastle on Tyne 


Hyper, Emma Dunxtey, Dudley Deco30 Jones & Co, Dudley 

Jurrs, Mary, Dudley Jan18 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

Kine, Mary, Westbourne, Hants March 31 Sims & Syms, Queen Victoria st 

Lares, Eutry Lavra, Hove, Sussex Jani5 W A Large & EC Large, Streatham hill 

Luxe, Emma, Tavistock, Devon Feb3 Chilcott & Chilcott, Tavistock 

Maxouant, Hezpert, Bishopston, Bristol, Engineers’ Traveller Jan27 Watkins, Bristol 

McCatt, Groner, West Norwood Jan14 Durnford, Carleton rd, Tufnell Park 

Mercatre, Anna, Doncaster Jan21 Baxter & Co, Doncaster 

Mui1s, Corve ius, Tivdale, Stafford, Haulier Jan 10 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

Moss, Richarp, Hawley, Hants Feb1 Farrar & Co, Wardrobe pl, Doctors’ Commons 

ee Grorct, Market Drayton, Salop Jan 31 Warren & Upton, Market 
rayton 

Parker, Mary Any, Kingsthorpe, Northampton Jan 22 Douglas, Northampton 

ria, Sa New Ferry, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 8 Thompson & Co, Birken- | 





Pearson, Ratru, Fulwood, nr Preston Jan 6 Hubberstey, Preston 

Piacott, James Gascoyne, Putney Jan1 Rodgers & Gilbert, Walbrook 

Pixxinetox, Harriot, Harrogate Jan15 Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 

Porg, Canon Wiut1am, Harrogate, York Jani5 Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 

ee Feeperick Caar.es, Sutton, Surrey Feb 5 Robinson & Stannard, East- 
eap 


SuMMERBELL, Mancaret, Gateshead Jan 30 Swinburne, Gateshead 

Tyson, WILLIAM, Elterwater, Westmorland Jan9 Shepherd, Ambleside 

Wann, Cuarvas Correritt, Salford, Oxford Jan31 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping Norton 

Wass, Coantes Wentwortn, Upper Norwood Jan 31 Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 

Woon, ee Epwix, Grahamstown, Cape of Good Hope Jan 20 Wansey & Co, Moor- 
ga 


London Gasette.—Fripay, Dec. 22. 


Baker, Louisa Karuateen, Brighton Jan31 Lockyer, Brighton 
Barres, Cart Georce, Kendal, Westmorland Jan26 Toft, Kendal 


Batiey, Suaw, Felling, Darham, Glue Manufacturer Jan 20 Ward, Newcastle 
on Tyne 


Bayiey, Catueaive, West Bromwich Jan31 Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 
Bugp, Timoraevs Heyry, Shrewsbury, Land Agent Jan 20 Lucas & Salt, Wem, Salop 
Cuan, Mary Maza, Doncaster, Schoolmistress Jan 31 Ekiog & Wyles, Nottingham 
Cones, Levi, Hove, Sussex Feb14 Hands, Gresham st 


Ces, een Breedon on the Hill, Leicester Jan 15 Dewes & Musson, Ashby de 
ouc 


Dawser, Ann, Mottram in Longdendale, Chester March1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Dew, Exiza Anne, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Jan 23 Porter & Co, Colwyn Bay 

ae anes, Bedingham, Norfolk, Farmer Jan 31 Copeman & Cadge, Loddon, 
( 


| Gouce, Henry Wituram, No! Civil Engineer Jan 20 Hunt & 
e.. » Nottingham, gin Dickin, 





30, 1905 
——— 
Gatiey, Toomas Marsianp, Stockport Jan19 Lake & New, Stockport 


Gissins, Epwix Wiitiam Nartuayigt, Tredington, Worcester Jan 18 Hancock 
Shipston on Stour . ea bh 


Gissox, Taomas, Kingston upon Hull Jan10 T & A Priestman, Hull 


Gower, Witt1am, Wembley, Glass Merchant Jan15 Glasier, Essex st, Strand 
Greeory, Epwarp, King’s Sutton, Northampton, Farmer Jan 26 Aplin & Co, Banbor 
Jace, Exizabeta, Southport Jan15 Knight & Lomax, Manchester 

Hag.anp, Taomas, Jesmond, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 26 Bolsover, Stockton on Ty 
| Hensiey, Rev Lewis, Hitchin, Hertford Feb1 Hawkins & Co, Hitchin 

| Howarp, Sir Ricuarp Nicnotas, Weymouth March1 Bowen & Symes, Weymouth 
Lings, ExizaBetn, Worcester Jan 23 Jeffery, Worcester 


| Lowman, Gzorce, Westham, Sussex Feb 15 Whites & Co, Budge row 


Macpowatp, Mrs Acres Gwyn, Mouleford, Berks March 25 Cunliffes & Davenport, 
Chancery In 


Mars, Maritpa, Birmingham Feb1 Brooks, Birmingham 

| Mexuor, Joun, Saddleworth, York Feb5 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

Mencer, Agtaur, Scarborough, Joiner Jan31 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

| Miers, Samve., Scarcroft, York, Wholesale Clothier Feb1 Scott & Turnbull, Leads 

Oupsury, Epwarp, Knighton, Grocer Jan20 Green & Nixson, Kaighton 

Tan. Harry, Felling, Durham, Glue Manufacturer Jan 20 Ward, Newcastle upp 
'yne 


Paanaom Wit14m, Jarrow, Durham, Dyer Feb6 Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle upa 
ne 


Reep, Harry S811s, Brighton, Surveyor Jan4 Peskett & Parker, Brighton 

Rerves, Joun, Warbleton, Sussex, Farmer Jan 23 Coles & Co, Hailsham 

Romayis, Ropert Wixcocks, Southend on Sea, Licensed Victualler Jan 8 Jefferig, 
Southend on Sea 

Sacrt, Howarp Curtis, Abergele, Denbigh Feb8 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Suaw, Georas, Shrewley, Warwick, Pumpmaker Feb 5 Boddington & Bond, Warwik 

Simpson, Marcaret, Sunderland Jan 25 Ritson & Hope, Sunderland 


| Soursuts, Jacos, Leeds Jan27 Fairfield, Blackburn 
| Stone, Henry, Meyrick rd, Battersea Feb 28 Greenip & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Topp, Rev Joun Woop, Lordship In, Surrey Jan23 Badham & Comins, Salter’s Hall ¢ 


Wates, Janz, Cheltenham Jan 15 Wade & Co, Bradford 

Wats, Cuaries, Edgbaston, Birmingham Jan 26 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Wansurrton, Cuarxes, Timperley, Chester, Farmer Jan 25 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 
Warernovuse, Maria, St Leonards on Sea Feb10 Waterhouse & Co, New ct 
Waatuey, Apo.raus Jacos, Chaleot gins Jan 29 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns 


| Wooxtcocg, Tuomas Sampson, Devoran, Cornwall, Merchant Jan 31 Chilcott & Som, 
Truro 
| Wray, Ricnarp, Messingham, Lincoln Jan13 Sowter, Brigg 


London Gazette.—Tvursvay, Dec. 26, 


| AxpeRsox, Gzoraz, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 27 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Anperson, Mixyix, Thurloe pl, South Kensington Feb 3 Elkin & Henriques, Salters 
Hall ct 


Biaxs.tey, Magre Lovisz, York mans, Earl’s Court Jan 31 Foulger & Co, Har 4, 
Temple 


Borromiey, Mase. Janz, Stalybridge, Chester Jan 31 Simister, Stalybridge 


Cuapre.., WiL114M, Hollinsclough, Stafford, Farmer Feb7 Bennett & Co, Buxton 
Dawser, Joun, Lincoln, Brewer Jan 31 Page & Porter, Lincoln 

Dowse, Emma Sopnta, Hatch End, Middlesex Jan27 Knight, Bedford row 
Ear.e, Matiipa Sanau, Catford Hill, Kent Jan15 Williams, Victoria st 

Eaton, Jonn, Ashton under Lyne Feb1 Cryer, Ashton under Lyne 

Hagnoip, Freperick Wittiam, Bickley, Kent Feb1 Janson & Co, College hill 
Hitt, Joun Hexry, Fulham, Commercial Traveller Jan 31 Watts & Son, Dewsbury 


Lronarp, Henry, Charlton, Middlesex, Market Gardener Jan 27 Snow & Co, @& 
‘homas Apostle 


Lestey, Ropeart, Sinnington, York Feb7 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
Mutton, Freperiok Groree, Bristol, Victualler Feb 7 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Rosrnsoy, CHARLoTTE Anvz, Bridlington Feb1 Bowling & Sons, Leeds 
SanpEgs, Jouy, Rowley, Durham, Farmer Feb12 Aynsley, Consett 

Stater, Tuomas, Longridge, nr Preston, Innkeeper Jan3l1 Jukes, Preston 
Tayior, Mary Ann, Edgbaston, Warwick Jan 31 Chinn & Nichols, Birmingham 
Tuorre, Axx, Worksop Jan3l1 JS &C A Whall, Worksop 
















Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Dec. 22 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ae, 2 Wii, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec18 Ord 
Amzs, area Winton, Rommmepeeet, Job Master Poole 

Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 1 
Bairzy, Cuartes Heyry, , Bedford, Cycle Agent Bedford 
et Dec 20 Ord Dec 
Bracxsves, Jouw Artest 8tockton on i. Fish Dealer 
on Stockton yt ba Dec19 Ord Dec 1 : 
ND, James, Hig’ com) Builder iy esb Pet 
Dec Ord Dee 20 , ~ ’ md 
ye York, Contractor 
ary PetDec20 Ord De 
Bow zs, Eow1s, Hav rfordwest, Hotel Proprietor Pem- 
Dock Pet Dec 20 Ord D-c 20 
—— a 2 Peete, Stock Broker Barnstaple 















Bowens, Ricnarp, 
Dewsb 


Wells Pet Decis Lec 18 
Casu, Hanny, Wednesbury, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Dec7 Ord Decl4 
Crarxe, Col Epwanzp, a P a Middlesex 
an enP D . Pet Nov 29 Ord De 
LAON, ury st, St James’s, ae 1 Mosic High 
Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 19 . 

















PE Epwanrp, _ 4. ae Sussex, Builder Tun- | 
bridge "Bn 


Cooxsoy, Stantey, Stockton on Tees, Licensed Victualler 

Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
RESSWELL, Epwiy, Langley Mill, nae Commercial 

Traveller Derby Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 

Cross, Epwarp, Salmon st, Mile End, saineral Water 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 19 

CroysDaLe, Jons feere, Lenton, Notts Nottingham 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 1 


Daraineton, Cuartes Sypyey Kurvz, Forest Gate, Butcher 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Davies, Jonn James, Llandilo, Painter Carmarthen Pet 
Dec19 Ord Dec 19 

Davies, Wituiam, Duffryn, nr Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery 
Ripper Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec19 O: Dee 19 

Davis, CuarLes Henry, Rosoman st, eet, Silver- 
smith HighCourt Pet Decl Ord Dec 

Esa.iss, Joun Taomas, Lowestoft, Perec Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 


Fearn, Ropert CHaaes, po, Sussex, Grocer Brighton 
, Pet Dec 19 Ord Decl Oo U, Mini En 
LEWIN, ALBert, Callington ~~ neer 

Plymouth Pet lingon, Cora ~~ . 

Feankuux, Wititam, Earlsdon, Coventry, Dealer in Fire- 
wood Covent Pet Dec 20 Ord wee 20 

Gassort, James, Blackburn, Shoe Maker Blackburn Pet 
Dee4 Ord Dec 18 


Hay, Wituiam Tayior, Mey ayy Engineer Newcastle 


| Mavens’ Winasae, Redditte on trent, _ Notts, Ironmonger 
AYNES, ILLIAM, 6 on 0 
Nottingham Pet Dec20 Ord Dec 





Hiewe.t, Sotpen, Wisbech, Combaliign, Builder King’s 
ynn Pet Dec 18 Ord Vec 18 
Borge, 3 ~_ Swanage, Fishmonger Poole Pet Deol 
Jam, caer Cai » Sdoecians Victualler Carmarthe 
t Dec 19 ond J 
Jou, yi Cucain, nr Mold, Flint, Licensed Vietualla 
Chester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 18 
Jones, ALBERT Stopart, and Epmuxp Narregss Joxt, 
Bishop Auckland, Durham, Mineral Water 
turers Durham Pet Dec i8 Ord Dec 18 
Korean, Os Cuarizs, Southampton yaa Vietoaller 
Southampton Pet Nov 29 Ord Lec 20 


Kuz, kapuan, Leytonstone, senders Fancy Jewell 
High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 


Lucas, James w Bourflemouth, Builder Poole PetDeei 
Ord Dec 1 


Marsnart & Co Dateien | “aS Strand, Builders High 
Court PetNov i8 Ord D 
Marsuatt & Fasrar, Vietole a Westminster, Scholastit 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 20 
Mewsz, Samve., Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner Gt Ya 
mouth Pet De:9 Ord Dec 
Mutis, A W, & Co, Mincing In, Tea Merchants High Cour 
Pet Aug 5 Ord Nov 16 
Pavast, T, Weisbaden rd, Stoke Newington, Fuses Gost 
eS nog Rg RT 
ABKINSON, JOHN, mblington, nr 
Potato Merchant Peterborough Pet Dec i2 Ord Det 
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Dec. 30, 1905. 
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upon Hull Pet mm 20 

pore Boat, Bath, Pork Butcher Bath Pet Dec 20 

he mewencus AL SxANDER, Haymarket High Court 
Baste, Wiiutax, Llangefni, Anglesey, Tanner Bangor 


and Martm Waite, 
Walsall Pet Dec 14 


Snort, oon, Walsall,Grocer Walsall Pet Dec16 Ord 
Dec 16 
E = : o_o Fe Beds, Nui 
born He Pet Dec20 Ord Dec 20 wins 
§pxiGET, serait Licensed Victualler Leeds Pet 
Terie, FRancis Conese. St Margaret’s on Thames, 


rd Pet Nov27 Ord Dec 19 
TaIRLWALL, om, ———. _ Constable Sun- 


Jouxy Hewry, 
Pulsisant Kingston 


SuaRPE. ra rovisl ASHBOURYER, 
erchants 


THoMPsON, Ie age A +" nadie, ee, Painter 
Waicet, — Winton, BR. 44-4 Builder Poole 
Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 


Amended notice phy et - os pena in the 
Bess, Sam, and Atrrep WaitTaker, Dewsbury, Hearth 
Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 8 : 
Lz Nevev, Herpert Cooke, Er rd, Boot Factor 
High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Dec 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 15: 
Busx, Wittram Henry, Malvern, Worcester, General Smith 
Worcester Pet Decll Ord Dec 11 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Assorr, WILLIAM a Grocer Jan 1 at 11 Off Reo, 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘* VALIANT ’’ is adapted for every kind of 





MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Mustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 
Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 
Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


_ Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Esq. 


Pumping Work, including— 


THE LICHTEST ANO MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARK’ 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TC— 








oe batt ome Surrey Jan 3 at 12.30 192, 
md, Westmi: 





oa Heyry Cuarzes, Gardener’s In, ny, Grocer 
Jan5at 11.30 182, York rd, Westmi 

Caresmax, Atice Frances, H M Prison, Holloway Jan 2 
at12 132, York rd, Westminster 

(ianxe, Epwarp, Rylett cresc, Ravenscourt Park Jan 8 


st 
a Profesor of Music Jan 


kton on ng Ay Licensed Victualler 
Jan3at11 Royal Hotel, 7 *° “_ > on Tees 

Caoss, Eowazp, Salmon at, 
Mapufacturer Jan 4at1 eakumetey bldgs, Carey st 

Danamseron, Coartes Sypyey Kourrz, ForestGate, Butcher 
Jan4at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Davies, Witt1am, Duffryn, nr Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery 
Ripper Janlat3 135, High st, Merthyr fil 

Davies, Coartes Henry. Rosoman st, Clerkenwell, Silver- 
smith Jan5at12 Bankruptcy — Carey st 

Dextox, Hugues Wrwvye, Rhyl 
ener Dec 30 at 12 


Tarrant, Rosert Bartey, Southampton, Grocer Jan 2 at 
3.15 ‘Off Rec, Midland Bank chmb Hi 


ee London st, Greenwich, Grocer Jan 4 at 


at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Watson, Jonny wars, Keighley, Stationer Jan 1 at3 
Gnas, HP, Bury st, St James’, Off Rec ceeiie, y> 


Cooxsox, STANLEY, Stoc Wart, Jouy ‘in Paiguton, Devon, Accountant 


Wues.er, Grorce Hesry, Preston, Builders’ Merchant 
Samira, JonatHanx, Harmondsworth, es Market 
Gardener 


ty chmbrs, Eastgate 


Exyouaxp, Cuantotre, Gt Yarmouth, Brake Proprietor 
Dec 30 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Feary, Roszrt C pARLES, Hove. 
8.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bi 

Fiztogsr, Jonny SAMUEL, 


Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Ch 
Fox, Jony Henry, a, ye Labourer Jan 3 at 2 


Feaykisa, Gronce, Kingeton upo! on Hull, Boot Dealer 
Dec 30 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity » In, Hull 

Hosss, Jonx, South Woodford Jan 11 at 3 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Hovston, Jonn Wison, and James Tracus, Merton, 
te Builders Jan’ 2 at 11.30 182, York rd, West- 
mi 


ae Saath, Surrey Jan 3 at 11.30 


Aana, yaaa, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec18 Ord 

ec 1 

Appis, ALBERT Epwarp, Hounslow High Court Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec 19 

AytHony, Tuomas, Truro, Chemist Truro Pet Nov 29 
®rd Dec 19 


Battey, Cuaries Henny, Bedford, Cycle Agent Bedford 
Pet Dec 


Sussex, 5 na Jan 11 at 
Rhyl, Flint, Fis a Jan 3at 
Buiacksury, Jonn Dosson, Stockton on Tees, Fish Dealer 
Stock Dee 19 
Bonp, Pa, Croydon, Surrey Croydon Pet Nov 3 
~~ Ricnarp, Heckmondwike Dewsbury Pet Dec 20 
Dec 20 


— = tg a Hersert Brana, Rivington st, 


Breer, Jouy, New ote st High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord 
Dec 20 


) 
team, sen H M Prison, Brixton, Electrical As Burper, Rosert Evers, Edith grove, Fulham, -- or 8 
Jan 2 at 12.30 182, > oon rd, Westminster 
Chester, Meat Salesman 
Jan 3at12 Of Ree, 35, Visor st, Liverpool 
Tea Merchants Jan4atili 


and NicopEmo ryny New London 
esale Confectioners Jan9at1 Bankruptcy 


Camereip, Epwarp, ogee, Som Sussex, Hoga Tun- 
Welis Pet Dec 18 
Cooxson, STan_ey, Stockton on Tees, 5 Victualler 


Owsx, Hewry Jewxtn, Cardiff, Chemist Jan4dat$ 117, 
Bt st, Cardiff 


Panay. Jony Evan, Liverpool, Tea Salesman Jan 4 at 2.30 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Tinvor Barrer, waren. § Coal Factor Dec 





Rasuussex, Nieis Pores, Gt Grimeby, 
Off Rec, 8t Mary’s c Lie Gt Grimsby 
ra Saxcet, Luton, Bedford, Fruiterer 


ottingham, Journeyman Bricklayer 
, Castle pl. Park st, ‘ie 
ymeey, Southampton, Baker Jan 
, Midland Bank chmbrs, Hi 


Rosixsox, Paonsiog 


me Txomas, Northampton, Agent Jan 1 at 12 
Off Rec, Bridge st, ae pisos 





. rs, gh st, 


Southampton 
York rd, Westminster 


Jan 2ati1 Off Rec, 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 


Jan3at11 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Amended notice substituted for that . ae in the 
London Gazette of Dec 1 


Janilat38 14, Bedford row 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ce 1 


20 Ord Dec 20 
ton on Tees Pet Dec19 Ord 


=~ lesale Stationers High Court Pet 
Nev 90 MOra Deo 


Assistant High Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Dec 


e 8 


Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

CressweLt, Epwix, Langley Mill Dawe, _ es 

Traveller Derby Pet Dec18 Ord 

Darginetox, Cuaries Syongy Kurtz, Acne aaa Butcher 
h Court Pet Dec 18 18 


Davigs, Jonn James, Liandilo, Painter Carmarthen Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Davies, Wituam, Duffryn, nr Merthyr Tydfil, Colliery 
Ripper Merthyr Ty Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 19 

Eneutanp, Cuartottrz, Gt Yarmouth, Sake Proprietor 
Gt Yarmouth Pet’Decl4 Ord Dec 18 


Surra, Louisa, F 





Exotisn, Jonn Taomas, Lowestoft, Journeyman Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 


Frankixin, Witu1am, Earlsdon, Coventry Coventry Pet | 
Dec #0 Ord Dec 20 


Garver, STANLEY, ad In, Stockbroker High Court , 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Dee 15 


o— Howagp, Southend on Sea, Grocer Chelmsford | 


t Oct 2 Ord Dec 


Harcone, game Hdncibic potgan, Grocer Birming- 


Nov 29 Ord Dec 


ae | Bare Wicusan, Radelife on on "Trent, Notts, Ironmonger 


Bogen, See, Swanage, Fishmonger Poole Pet Dec 18 

1 

James, JosEPH, x, Cameo. Licensed Victualler Carmarthen 
Pet Dec 1 


JONES, } mon Sropart, j* Epmuunp Natrress Jones, 


Bishop Auckland, Durbam, Mineral Waster Manufac- 
turers Durham Pet Dec i8 Ord Dec 18 


Levy t Mom, = rd, Shepherd’s Bush High Court 
ee, Jouy, Sealine, & nr March, Cambridge 
Pp 


‘otato Merchant Peterboro: h Pet Dec 12 Ord Deo 18 


Parry, Joux Evan, Liverpool, Salesman Liverpool 


Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 18 


Pearsox, Jouy ey Ee = Hull Kingston 


upon Hull Pet De 


Powney, ao ~ Bath, Pork Bucher Bath Pet Dec 20 
Ord Dee 20 
SarGent, emes,, ag Park rd, Builder High Court 


Pet 


Suarre, Feeperick Asnpourner, and Martix Warre, 
Walsall, 


Grocer Walsall i "Dec 14 Ord —y ~ 
fo: Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec eo 


ford 
i Leeds, Licensed Victualler Leeds Pet 


rd Dec 19 


ee Ly yy tuted, Police Constable Sunder- 
land 


Dee 19 Ord Dac 


Tuompson, "Senataat Haroip 1 Worcester, Painter 
Stoarbi 


ridge Pet Dec 19 ” Ord Dec 19 


Wesster, Henry, Harrow rd, Gouing Machine Factor 


High Court Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 19 
16 "Ord Dec 16 
Amended notice substituted for that petain ce 
London Gazette of Dec 8 : 


hides ~y Joux, Winton, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet Dec 


Bewx, Sam, and Avrrrp Wuaitaken, Dembe Hearth 
Rug Man Dewsbury Pet Dee 4 


ufacturers rd 


Worcester, No. 45 of 1905, which was 
pats on the 15th December, 1905, is [ Saee with- 
wn, no Order of Adjudication having been made. 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, Dec. 26, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auvonz, Samvug, Stevenage, Herts, Builder Luton Pet 
Dec6 Ord Dec 21 
Barssy, Tuomas Epwcunp, am. Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Deo 20 


Norr.—The Notice of Adjudication in pee matter of 
William 


0 
a Spencer, Chadwell St 
CHAPMAN, — ms ee 7 ao, 


Dee 2) 
ores + ey ens Herts, Hotel Keeper Aylesbury 
et Dec 12 Ord Dec 


, A ae, Mayfair, 
Pagans a arti odh: Ord Dee 22 


Cobli 
| a ey Sans = lam, er 


Hart, Ganvat, Godolphin Sopate da, Clerk High 
Court Pet Dec 22 Ord 

Horner, Farpeaic Charles st, Berkeley sq High Court 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Nov 10 

Horrox, Witt1am, Ilkeston, Derby, Potato Dealer Derby 
Pet Oct 21 ote s 


Dec 20 Ord Deo 20 
Winchester, Schoolmaster 
Hr Bei Si dee en le King’s Lynn Lanai oe bet Bow bra D 2 





